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The use of fish poisons and underwater explorations have in 
recent times resulted in the discovery of numerous new types of eels, 
which have led to searching analyses and considerable readjustments 
in classification in this order.
The peculiar “ thorny-snout”  eel, Bathymyrus echinorhynchus 
Alcock, 1889 has been known from only the original description of 
the holotype, “ total length 10½ inches,”  taken in a haul in 68 
fathoms in the Bay of Bengal.
This eel has remained something of a mystery. The original account, 
good for its time, but by modern standards meagre, has not been am?
plified and there have been no reports of further specimens. Even with 
the recent upsurge of interest in the more highly specialised types of 
eels, whose classification is often still in doubt and dispute, there 
have been only two tentative references to B. echinorhynchus. Myers 
and Storey (1939, Stanford Ich. Bull, I, No. 4: 157) suggested that 
“ Bathymyrus Alcock, 1890 is apparently a Congrid (perhaps a tera?
tological ‘pug-nosed’ example)” . Bohlke (1949, Copeia, 3: 218) 
discussed the systematic position of Bathymyrus Alcock, and proposed 
that it be given isolated sub-family rank as the Bathymyrinae in the 
Congridae. Bohlke stated that if the “ extra-oral rostral expansion 
of the premaxillaries”  be confirmed by the discovery of further 
specimens, this together with the very wide gill opening would 
warrant the elevation of the Bathymyrinae to family rank. Bohlke 
(loc. cit.) considers that in some respects Bathymyrus Alcock falls 
between the Congridae and the Echelidae, not being in full accord 
with either. There are however divergent views about the classifica?
tion of even long standing forms such as the Echelidae. Gosline 
(1952, Journ. Wash. Acad. Sci. 42, No. 4 : 133) disputes the reten?
tion of the name Echelidae for the numerous genera normally included 
in that family, he proposed the separation of Chilorhinus Lutken, and 
Kaupichthys Schultz, to be associated in the family Chilorhinidae, 
while he grouped the remaining genera as the subfamily Echelinae 
in the Ophichthidae. However Bohlke (1956, Proc. Ac. Nat. Sci. 
Phil. 108 : 62) does not accept the name Chilorhinidae, since in 
his opinion Chilorhinus Lutken, 1852 falls with Xenoconger Regan,
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1912, in which case the name Xenocongridae has priority. While 
most of the genera assigned by Bohlke to the Xenocongridae appear 
to justify assembly there, the rather widely divergent Chilorhinus 
Lutken is as unconformably positioned in that family as in the 
Echelidae, and probably merits full isolated family rank.
The Echelidae are held to differ from the Congridae chiefly as 
follows: In the Echelidae the posterior nostril is entirely labial, neural 
spines are vestigial, gill openings are small, the tongue is not free, 
and outwardly folding labial flaps are absent. In the Congridae the 
posterior nostril is buccal and not labial, neural spines are well deve?
loped, gill openings are relatively large, the tongue is free, and some 
species have well developed labial flaps. In both families pectorals 
are or may be present, both have distinct lateral lines, transverse 
processes on the caudal vertebrae, and the dorsal and anal are con?
fluent round the caudal.
In their tentative judgments of the status of Bathymyrus Alcock, 
neither Myers and Storey, nor Bohlke appear to have noticed the 
quite frequently documented and illustrated Para Bathymyrus 
macrophthalma Kamohara, 1938 originally known from five speci?
mens, 367-395mm in length, found on the market at Mimase, Japan, 
and later also at Formosa. As rightly diagnosed by Kamohara, 
Parabathymyrus is closely allied to Bathymyrus Alcock, 1889, differ?
ing only in lacking the unusual “ rostral expansion of the premaxilla- 
ries” . Kamohara, doubtless influenced chiefly by the inferior position 
of the posterior nostril, while acknowledging the Congrid affinities 
of Parabathymyrus, concluded that it falls with the Echelidae.
Both Bathymyrus echinorhynchus Alcock, and the new species, 
Bathymyrus simus, described below, show an overwhelming prepon?
derance of Congrid characters, i.a. the presence (in B. simus) of well 
developed if slender neural spines, the eye is relatively large, the 
tongue is free and the lips have external flaps (the latter characters 
do not appear in Echelid eels). Also the lateral teeth are close set, 
uniserial, minute and sub-incisiform, some with hooked tips exactly 
resembling those of Conger cinereus Ruppell, 1828.
The only character I can find that appears to indicate Echelid 
affinities for Bathymyrus is that (in B. simus) transverse processes 
appear to be lacking from the caudal vertebrae. The much lower 
position of the posterior nostril on the cheek is as such not diagnostic 
(in distinction between the Congridae and the Echelidae) for it may 
be emphasised that the nostril though lower on the cheek than is 
usual in the Congridae, in Bathymyrus is definitely buccal (see Plate 
I, C) and not labial, which is its characteristic location in Echelid 
eels. Further, in Chiloconger Myers and Wade, 1941 and in Paraconger 
Kanazawa, 1961, both accepted Congrid genera, the posterior nostril 
is positioned low on the cheek before the lower part of the eye, much 
as in Bathymyrus. In Chiloconger it is subtubular, but in Paraconger 
it is a plain oval aperture much as in Bathymyrus, which in that 
respect is not entitled to a unique position in the family Congridae. 
Assignation of higher than generic distinction to Bathymyrus would, 
apart from somewhat wider gill openings, therefore rest solely on its 
dentate preoral expansion.
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However in many genera in this family there is a preoral expan?
sion of the premaxillary, and teeth on this are exposed when the 
mouth is closed. In that respect the striking rostral dentition of 
Bathymyrus is merely a matter of degree, and though the preoral 
expansion of the premaxillaries attains its greatest known develop?
ment in that genus, this alone would scarcely appear to merit higher 
than generic rank.
As far as may be judged from descriptions (Kanazawa 1961, Proc.
U.S. Nat. Mus, 113; 1-14, fig 1-3, P ls 1 and 2) Paraconger Kanazawa, 
1961 differs little from Parabathymyrus Kamohara, 1938 (See below). 
These two genera agree in most features, i.a.: body shape, position 
of the vent; the upper edge of the large gill opening is level with the 
upper margin of the pectoral base; the hind nostril is an oval aperture 
low on the cheek, nearer the eye than the snout tip; both have 
labial flaps. The dentition is strikingly similar in both genera (See 
Fig 1, B,C, below). Paraconger differs from Parabathymyrus only in 
having sometimes a partial or complete row of conical teeth within 
the outer “ cutting”  series, while the dorsal origin is slightly more 
posterior than in Parabathymyrus. Also Kanazawa states for Para?
conger (1961, loc. cit. 4) "posterior nostrils without tube, adjacent 
to eye, on a level with lower edge of eye to mideye” , indicating 
variation in location of the hind nostril relative to the upper lip, but 
this is not mentioned in any description. It is a matter of opinion 
whether these divergences justify generic distinction.
The new species from Vietnam described below is plainly con?
generic with B. echinorhynchus Alcock, 1889 (from the Bay of 
Bengal), which has remained apparently unique, no further descrip?
tions or references based on the holotype have been published. 
Alcock’s original description and illustration of B. echinorhynchus 
(Journ, Asiatic Soc. Bengal, 1889, 3 : 305, PI 22 fig 6) are not 
sufficient for critical diagnosis, hence the type was sought and even?
tually located in the collection of the Zoological Survey of India at 
Calcutta. It then transpired that a second specimen of this rare eel 
had been obtained in the type locality, but has not been described 
or reported. After some time, by the kind intervention of Dr. A. C. K. 
Menon, the paratype (topotype) was eventually sent to me, and he 
has written to testify that he has “ studied these specimens (type 
and paratype) very carefully and found them to be similar in every 
respect” .
From the data given in the original description of B. echinorhyn?
chus it has been possible to reconstruct an outline of the type and to 
confirm that it and the topotype are, dimensionally at least, in close 
agreement.
W hile from presently available evidence unlikely, it is not even 
impossible that the unusual dentate rostral expansion in these fishes 
may eventually prove to be a sexual character. There is at present 
not sufficient evidence to decide this. The type of B. simus is a male. 
The paratype of B. echinorhynchus appears to be a spent female, 
there is no information about the sex of the type of that species or 
of specimens of P. macrophthalmus, and from the rarity of these 
animals full information will likely be long in coming.
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Alcock 1889, Journ. Asiat. Soc. Bengal, 2, No. 13, 304. The type 
B. echinorhynchus Alcock, 1889 (Bay of Bengal). Stout-bodied naked 
eels of moderate size, with short trunk and well developed vertical 
fins, confluent round the caudal. The vent is situated well before 
the middle of the length. Pectorals well developed. The mouth 
moderate, close set uniserial incisiform teeth for a cutting edge on 
the side of each jaw. Teeth on the front of the vomer. The pre-
maxillae are expanded forward and upward over the snout, the expan?
sion with conical teeth. The tongue is broad and free. Lips with 
flaps. The gill openings are large, ventrolateral, the isthmus narrow. 
The anterior nostril is tubular, the posterior is an oval aperture low 
down on the cheek before the eye. Previously known only from the 
type. Two species, the type, from the northwestern part of the Bay 
of Bengal, and a new species from Vietnam described below.
Key to species.
A. Head about 1.1 in trunk. Tail 1.5 times rest 
of fish. Height of rostral expansion less 
than half the eye diameter. No definite
markings. (India) ................................ ..... echinorhynchus
B. Head about 1.3 in trunk. Tail 1.3 times rest 
of fish. Height of rostral expansion about 
equals eye. Head with prominent dark spots
and streaks. (Vietnam) ............................. simus nov.
Bathymyrus echinorhynchus Alcock, 1889 
(Fig 1, C: Plate I, A, B)
Alcock, 1889, loc. cit. above: 305, PI 22, fig 6. (off the mouth of 
the Devi river, Bay of Bengal, 68 fathoms).
The paratype, No 13757, 168mm length, from the collection of 
the Zoological Survey of India, taken in 95 fathoms off Orissa in the 
Bay of Bengal is described below. The type, fide Dr. Menon, is 
261mm total length.
From Alcock’s data it has been possible to reconstruct the type 
and to determine most dimensions. These (bracketed) follow the 
dimensions of the paratype in the description below.
Bathymyrus Alcock, 1889
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Head 5.25 (5.2) in total length, 1.15 (1.05) in trunk. Depth at 
abdomen 14 (14) in the total length, 2.7 (2.8) in head. Tail 1.68 
(1.7) in the total length, 1.48 (1.47) times the rest of the fish. 
Trunk 2.85 (2.9) in tail. Snout tip to dorsal origin 4.7 (4.8), to anal 
origin 2.4 (2.4) distance between origins of dorsal and anal 
fins 5 (5), all in total length. Eye 6.2 (6.5) in head, equals (equals) 
snout (with projection) 1.6 times interorbital, centre of eye 2.9 (3.0) 
times further from gill opening than extreme tip of snout. Total 
height of dentate rostral premaxillary expansion 3 in eye. Maximum 
width of head 2.7 in its length. The body is slightly compressed 
(shrinkage?), the tail increasingly more so. There is a distinct median 
longitudinal ridge from the interorbital to the snout, probably more 
marked from shrinkage. The skin of the abdomen is plainly disten?
sible, as preserved it is very thin, now shrunken from distension, as 
far as can be ascertained this is a spent fish. The abdominal cavity 
extends well into the tail, the caudal portion is about half the length 
of the preanal length of the cavity, the total length of the cavity is 
1.5 times the trunk. The anterior nostril is a short relatively wide 
tube low down at the side of the front of the snout, the lower part 
of the base is in the front extremity of the upper lip. Close above the 
tubule is a small raised circular pore, and there is another nearer the 
snout tip slightly above. The posterior nostril is a curved aperture, 
concave dorsally, before the level of the front of the eye, just above 
the upper lip. The gill opening is ventro lateral, its upper origin level 
with the upper edge of the pectoral base, its length 4 in head, the 
interbranchial distance is short, barely one fourth of the height of 
the opening. The mouth is moderate, both jaws are curved so that 
they do not quite meet when the mouth is closed, the lower jaw is a 
trifle the shorter. The lateral snout profile is blunt, from above it is 
bluntly pointed. On the premaxillae below the snout are seven 
recurved depressible sharp canines in two close transverse rows. 
These are continuous with similar teeth that cover the rostral expan?
sion of the premaxillae, on which there are about fifteen teeth in all. 
On each side of the rostral expansion is a row of five downwardly
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curved sharp depressible canines, between these are five or six some?
what irregularly arranged similar but smaller teeth. Behind the pre?
maxillary teeth there is a narrow gap. On the head of the vomer are 
ten stout conical teeth in a short more or less cruciform cluster (see 
fig 1, C), the rest of the palate is edentate. Adjacent laterally are 
the maxillary teeth, in front in a short irregularly biserial group, 
from there runs a single series of about seventy close set small teeth, 
at first with retrorse points, then become incisiform, all closely 
adjacent, forming a continuous lateral cutting edge to the end of the 
jaw. Across the front of the lower jaw rather slender sharp canini?
form teeth form a cluster two to three series deep, from there along 
each side run two series of six or seven similar teeth, behind these 
for most of the length of the jaw there is a single series of closely 
adjacent slender incisors forming a lateral cutting edge. The tongue 
is free, edentate. There is a moderate flap on the upper lip, a similar 
downturned flap on the lower, deeper posteriorly. The rostral teeth 
are not in sockets but are attached superficially.
The vertical fins are well developed, the dorsal uniformly about 
half body height, the anal somewhat less, they are continuous round 
the caudal. The dorsal origin is close behind the base of the pectoral, 
almost exactly midway between the snout tip and the anal origin, 
which is 1.4 times further from caudal base than snout tip. The 
pectoral, of simple rays, is 2.2 in head, it slightly exceeds the body 
depth. The caudal is more or less rounded. The lateral line is distinct 
on the head, on the body it becomes a groove with constrictions giving 
a ladder-like effect. There are nine pores on the head, 34 along the 
trunk and about eighty along the tail to the base of the caudal. As 
preserved, more or less uniform yellowish brown, the fins light.
The shrunken thin translucent skin of the abdomen could indicate 
a spent female, in which case the dentate rostral expansion is not 
a sexual character, though the degree of development may prove to 
be. (The type of B. simus is a male).
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Bathymyrus simus sp. nov.
(Fig 1, B : Plate I, C, D, E).
Depth of trunk about I 3.5 in total length, 2.7 in total head 
length, the head at hind edge of opercle about 1.15 times deeper 
than the trunk, the maximum width of the head 3.4 in its length. 
The head to upper hind edge of gill opening 5.5 in the total length, 
1.33 in trunk. Eye 6.5 in head, slightly less than snout (including 
rostral process), equals interorbital, about 4.2 in the postorbital 
length. The tail is 1.3 times the rest of the fish, 2.2 times the trunk. 
The distance between the level of the origins of the dorsal and anal 
fins is 1.33 times the head, 4.3 in the total length. The body is 
robust, the trunk scarcely compressed, the tail increasingly com?
pressed. The interorbital is moderately convex with a slight longi?
tudinal median ridge. The abdominal cavity extends some distance 
into the tail behind the vent.
The anterior nostril is a small tube low on the side of the front 
of the snout, and there are several pores round it (PI I, C). The 
posterior nostril is an elongate oval opening, almost completely 
covered by a skinny valve from above, situated in the cheek close 
above the upper lip, slightly nearer the front of the eye than the 
snout tip, The gill openings are sub-lateral, the upper end opposite 
the upper edge of the pectoral base, the opening is 5 in head length 
and 1.7 times the interbranchial distance. There is a low distinct 
narrow ridge down and back across to the hind margin of the opercle. 
Transverse processes to caudal vertebrae are apparently lacking. The 
frontals appear to be ankylosed.
The dorsal origin is just behind the pectoral origin, 1.15 times 
further from the anus than from the tip of the snout. The first few 
rays are shorter than the eye diameter, they increase in length poste?
riorly, above the pectoral tip the height of the fin equals the eye, 
over the rest of the trunk and for half the tail the height of the fin 
is about or slightly more than half the height of the body, thereafter 
the rays shorten slightly and gradually towards the tip of the tail. 
There are about 185 rays in the dorsal. The anal fin is inserted below 
about the fiftieth dorsal ray, about 1.25 times further from the end 
of the tail than the tip of the snout. The anal is about two-thirds 
of the height of the dorsal and consists of more than a hundred rays. 
The two fins are confluent round the end of the tail, there are about 
25 rays in the caudal fin, the length of the mid-rays is less than the 
eye, the end of the fin is rounded. The pectoral has twelve simple 
rays, it is 2.7 in head, and about equal to the depth of the trunk. 
The pectoral base is narrow, about one fourth of the length of the 
fin, its upper edge is above the upper margin of the gill opening.
The mouth is moderate, scarcely oblique, the snout extends 
beyond the tip of the lower jaw. The upper lip is double, the inner 
part is ventrally feebly villose, the outer has a thick flap folding 
upwards. The lower lip has an external skinny flap folding down?
wards. The mouth cleft extends to barely beyond below the hind 
margin of the eye. Across the front of the vomer is a cluster of five
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short stout conical teeth, there are no others on the palate. Lateral 
to these on the front of each maxilla is a small cluster of sharp 
conical teeth followed by a short biserial series of small fixed bluntly 
conical teeth, which graduate posteriorly into a single row of about 
60 close-set incisiform teeth that extend to the hind edge of the 
jaw, forming a lateral cutting edge. Those in the front two thirds of 
the length have almost truncate apices, but the hinder while com?
pressed are hooked forwards, increasingly so towards the hind end 
of the jaw.
There is a gap between the vomerine teeth and the premaxillary 
teeth, which are larger conical curved canines, and grade into those 
on the external median rostral projection of the premaxillae. This 
process is much larger than in the type (topotype) of B. echinorhyn- 
chus Alcock, and bears seventeen downwardly directed large movable 
sharp curved caniniform teeth that cover an oval area in front, more 
or less in three vertical rows, the median of which has seven teeth, 
the two lateral each five. These teeth are not in sockets but attached 
superficially. Across the front of the lower jaw is on each side a 
small irregularly triserial cluster of sharp slender curved caniniform 
teeth that grade laterally into biserial teeth, the outer row sharply 
conical, the inner incisiform. This grades continuously into the lateral 
teeth which are siender, small and incisiform, the apices almost trun?
cate for the major part of the series, the apices of the teeth of the 
hinder fourth of the row are hooked strongly forwards. As in the 
upper jaw the lateral teeth are closely adjacent forming a lateral 
cutting edge.
The lateral line consists of a series of separate pores starting 
above the hind edge of the opercle, eight to the pectoral base, from 
where it becomes a marked longitudinal groove, with constrictions 
above and below and with pores along the lower edge. It runs slightly 
downwards over the pectoral, thence along the middle of the body 
to near the base of the caudal. There are thirty-six pores from the 
hind margin of the head to the anus, and 75-80 pores from there to 
near the base of the caudal.
Live colour unknown but probably not markedly different from 
as preserved, i.e. more or less uniformly milky yellow, the back 
slightly darker from numerous close-set minute dark dots, predorsal 
to the nape they are aggregated to form regular series of sub-circular 
clusters with immaculate areas between giving a reticulate effect 
(see below). The front of the head is strongly marked in black. On 
the nape are numerous small dusky spots. In front these grade into 
black spots of different sizes irregularly disposed over the occiput, 
larger in front. There is a prominent curved dark stripe over each 
eye with a small hinder extension on the inner side into the inter?
orbital. There is a spot close behind the eye. From the lower hinder 
edge of the orbit an interrupted narrow black bar runs obliquely back 
and down over the cheek. There is a narrow dusky bar from the eye 
forwards on to the side of the snout. The tip of the dentate rostral 
expansion is dusky. The chin is dusky with darker spots. The fins 
are colourless save the hind margin and tip of the caudal which are 
dusky.
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Described from the holotype, a mature male, 195mm total length, 
from moderately deep water, Vietnam, exact locality not named, 
kindly sent by M. P. Fourmanoir, who has made valuable collections 
in that area. The type and only known specimen in this Department.
B. simus is plainly congeneric with B. echinorhynchus Alcock, 
1889, but is distinct as shown in the key above, as well as in Table 
I, below. In the predorsal area to the nape clusters of minute black 
dots form a regular reticulate pattern that exactly resembles embedded 
scaling (Plate I, D), Despite the most careful search no trace of even 
rudimentary scales could be detected. A  portion of the skin from the 
nape was treated with potash-alizarin (together with a few very thin 
scales from another fish as control) and then cleared in glycerol- 
potassium hydroxide solution. All the dye was removed, there was 
no trace of the characteristic staining that would have been observed 
had embedded scales been present.
Parabathymyrus Kamohara, 1938.
Kamohara, 1938, Offshore bottom fish, Tosa, Japan: 14. Li 1960, 
Quart. Journ. Taiwan. Mus. 13: 86 (Formosa).
The type P. macrophthalmus Kamohara, 1938 from Mimase 
market, Japan. This genus is in most respects similar to Bathymyrus 
Alcock, but lacks the dentate extra-oral rostral expansion of the 
premaxillaries.
Parabathymyrus macrophthalmus Kamohara, 1938 
(Fig 1, A)
Parabathymyrus macrophthalmus Kamohara 1938, loc. cit.: 14, fig 4
(not seen); and, 1950, Descr. Fish. Prov. Tosa, Jap.: 54 (Rec. in 
Japanese); and, 1952, Rep. Kochi Univ. Nat. Sci. 3, 24, fig 17; and, 
1961, Rep. USA. Mar. Bio. Stn, 8 No. 2: 2; and, 1964, ibid, I I ,  No. 
1 : 20, fig 7 (Same illustration). Okada 1955, Bull. Biogeogr. Soc. 
Jap. 16-19: 316, fig 4 (copy). (All from Mimase, Japan). (?) Li 1960, 
loc. cit: 87 (Taiwan, Formosa).
Myrophis macrophthalmus: Matsubara, 1955, Fish Morph, 1: 345, 
PI 45, fig 124, A, B (Kochi, not seen).
This rare species is reported as known from few specimens, five, 
365-395mm length, were found on the market at Mimase, Japan, 
exact locality and depth unknown, and one, 420mm, from Taiwan, 
Formosa. The following brief description is compiled from Kamohara’s 
data and from the reconstructed outline shown in Fig 1, A. Data 
from Li (1960, loc. cit. 87) in brackets. Depth about 13.5 (16) in 
the total length, 2-2.2 (2.7) in head. The head to upper edge of gill 
opening is about 6-7 (6) in the total length, 1.5-1.8 (1.3) in trunk. 
Eye 5.5-5.8 (6.3) in head, somewhat less than interorbital, exceeds 
snout. The tail is 1.4-1.6 (1.5) times the rest of the fish, 2.3-2.5 
(2.6) times the trunk. The distance between the levels of the origins 
of dorsal and anal fins about 1.5-1.6 (1.4) times the head. The 
pectoral is 2-2.2, the gill opening 4.6-5.2 in head. The maxilla 
extends to below the hind edge of the eye. Teeth in front of the
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jaws are villiform, those at the sides uniserial, close set. There is a 
subcircular patch on the front of the vomer. The tongue is free. The 
lips have external folds. The posterior nostril is close to the upper 
lip. The body is yellowish, the fins are light, the edge of the anal 
dusky.
Kamohara’s dimensions show such high variability that the possi?
bility of confusion of species cannot be ruled out. This is rendered 
even more likely by the description of a 420mm Formosa specimen 
by Li (1960, loc. cit. 87), he states head 1.3 in trunk, and that the 
subcircular patch of vomerine teeth “ tapers posteriorly” .
The following table gives a summary of the data of the species 
described above.
TABLE I.
Bathymyrus
echinorhynchus
Bathy?
myrus
simus
Parabathymyrus
macrophthaimus
Type Paratype Type Kamohara Li
Total length mm 261 168 195 365-395 420
Head in total length 5.2 5.25 5.5 6-7 6
Head in trunk 1.05 1.15 1.3 1.5-1.8 1.3
Pectoral in head 2.25 2.2 2.7 2.0-2.2 2.7
Tail times rest of 
fish 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.4-1.6 1.5
Origin of dorsal to 
origin of anal times 
head
1.05 1.05 1.25 1.5-1.6 1.4
Height of rostral 
process in eye
About
3 3 1.0 Absent Absent
Head Plain Plain
Spotted
and
streaked
Plain Plain
Sex ? Spentfem male ? ?
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PLATE 1
A.B. Bathymyrus echinorhynchus Alcock. Paratype. C, D, E. Bathy?
myrus simus sp. nov. Type. C. Front of snout, the fine probe is 
pushed into the anterior nasal tubule. D. Note “ pseudosquamation” 
behind the head.
Arrows indicate nostrils.
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